500 FOOD AND DRUGS ACT [N.J., £.D.

20920. Adulterdtion and misbranding of Pyrodento. U. S. v. 5 Dozen and
. 71% Dozen Packages of Pyrodento. Consent decree of condemna-
tion and forfeiture. Product released under bond for salvaging

bottles. (F. & D. no. 29746. Sample nos. 20975-A, 20976-A.)

This action involved an interstate shipment of a product, known as Pyro-
dento, that was sold as an oral antiseptic, Bacteriological examination showed
that the article was not an antiseptic when used as directed on the labeling.

On January 18, 1933, the United States attorney for the Southern District of
New York, acting upon a report by the Secretary of Agriculture, filed in the
district court of the United States a libel praying seizure and condemnation of

5 dozen 6-ounce packages and 714 dozen 16-ounce packages of Pyrodento at-

New York, N. Y., alleging that the article had been shipped in interstate com-
merce, in various shipments, on or about March 3, September 10, and Decem-
ber 8, 1932, by the Pyrodento Co., from Baltimore, Md., and charging adultera-
tion and misbranding in violation of the Food and Drugs Act.

Analysis of a sample of the article by this Department showed that it
consisted essentially of small proportions of saccharin, benzoic acid and vola-
tile oils including menthol, thymol, cassia oil and clove oil, alecohol (18.4 percent
by volume), and water. Bacteriological examination showed that the article
was not antiseptic when used as directed.

It was alleged in the libel that the article was adulterated in that its strength
or purity fell below the professed standard or quality under which it was
sold, namely, “Antiseptic.”

Misbranding was allegel for the reason that the following statements ap-
pearing on the labeling were false and misleading: (Carton) “A Liquid Anti-
septic ”; (package) “A Liquid Antiseptic * * * Asan Antiseptic, the Liquid
should be used full strength”; (circular) ¢ Pyrodento Liquid Antiseptic
* * * Pyrodento Liquid Antiseptic is an effective mouth wash * * #*
Used as a gargle or spray, * * * The use of Pyrodento Liquid Antiseptic
as a mouth wash * * * ig recommended.”

On April 3, 1933, the Pyrodento Co., Baltimore, Md., claimant, having admit-
ted the allegations of the libel and having consented to the entry of a decree,
Jjudgment of condemnation and forfeiture was entered, and it was ordered by
the court that the product be released to the claimant upon payment of costs
and the execution of a bond in the sum of $100, conditioned that the contents
and labels of the bottles be destroyed.

R. G. TuewEeLL, Acting Secretary of Agriculture,

20921. Adulteration of ether. U. S. v. Eight 5-Pound Cans cof Ether. De-
fault decree of condemnation, forfeiture, and destruction. (F. &
D. no. 29748. Sample no. 26152-A.)

This case involved an interstate shipment of ether, samples of which were
found to contain peroxide, a decomposition product.

On January 11, 1933, the United States attorney for the District of Oregon,
acting upon a report by the Secretary of Agriculture, filed in the district court
of the United States a libel praying seiziire and condemnation of eight 5-pound
cans of ether at Portland, Oreg., consigned by the Mallinckrodt Chemical ‘Works,
St. Louis, Mo., alleging that the article had been shipped in interstate commerce
on or about October 27, 1931, from St. Louis, Mo., to Portland, QOreg., and charg-
ing adulteration in violation of the Food and Drugs Act. The article was
labeled in part: “ Ether for Anaesthesia.”

It was alleged in the libel that the article was adulterated in that it was sold
under a name recognized in the United States Pharmacopoeia, and differed from
the standard of strength, quality, and purity as determined by the test laid
down in the said pharmacopoeia, and its own standard was not stated on the
label,

On April 27, 1933, no claimant having appeared for the property, judgment
of condemnation and forfeiture was entered, and it was ordered by the court
that the product be destroyed by the United States marshal.

R. G. TuewELL, Acting Secretary of Agriculture.

20922. Adulteration of Acme Medicated stock salt. U. S. v. 25 Containers

of Stock Salt. Default decree of condemnation, forfeiture, and ,

destruction. (F. & D. no. 29909. Sample no. 26997-A.)
This case involved an interstate shipment of stock salt, returned by the
consignee, the labels of which declared yeast to be one of the ingredients.
Analysis showed that the article contained no appreciable amount of yeast,

(
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On March 7, 1933, the United States attorney for the Southern District of
Ohio, acting upon a report by the Secretary of Agriculture, filed in the district
court of the United States a libel praying seizure and condemnation of 25
packages, containing 25-pound, 50-pound, and 100-pound sacks of Acme Medi-
cated stock salt at Cincinnati, Ohio, alleging that the article had been shipped
in interstate commerce on or about October 1, 1932, by the Pennsylvania
railroad agent, from East St. Louis, Ill., to Cincinnati, Ohio, and charging
adulteration in violation of the Food and Drugs Act. The sacks containing
the article were labeled in part: “ Yeastolized, * * * Yeast. * * *
Manufactured by Acme Stock Salt Company Inc. Offices at Tiffin, Ohio.
Factories at Fostoria, Ohio-Hutchinson, Kans.”

Analysis of a sample of the article by this Department showed that it con-
sisted essentially of sodium chloride (84.8 percent), calcium carbonate, mag-
" pesium sulphate, iron sulphate, and small proportions of sodium bicarbonate.
sulphur, fenugreek, quassia, nux vomica, and potassium iodide, and an insig-
nificant proportion of yeast.

It was alleged in the libel that the article was adulterated in that its
strength fell below the professed standard or quality under which it was sold,
namely, “ Yeastolized” and * Yeast.”

On April 24, 1933, no claimant having appeared for the property, judgment
of condemnation and forfeiture was entered, and it was ordered by the court
that the product be destroyed by the United States marshal.

R. G. TuewELL, Acting Secretary of Agriculiure.

20923. Adulteration and misbranding of Mentoil. U. S. v. Thirty 3-Ounce
Bottles, et al.,, of Mentoil. Default decree of destruction entered.
(F. & D. no. 29055. Sample nos. 13335—A, 13336-A, 13337-A.)

Examination of the drug preparation Mentoil disclosed that it comtained no
ingredient or combination of ingredients capable of producing certain curative
and therapeutic effects claimed in the labeling. Tests of the article also showed
that it was not an antiseptic, as claimed.

On October 381, 1932, the United States attorney for the Northern District
of Alabama, acting upon a report by the Secretary of Agriculture, filed in the
district court of the United States a libel praying seizure and condemnation
of thirty 3-ounce, thirty-nine l-ounce, and forty-two l4-ounce bottles of Mentoil
at Birmingham, Ala., alleging that the article had been shipped in interstate
commerce on or about November 1, 1930, by the Mentoil Co., from Fayetteville,
Tenn., to Birmingham, Ala., and charging adulteration and misbranding in
violation of the Food and Drugs Act as amended.

Analysis of a sample of the article by this Department showed that it con-
sisted essentially of an oil derived from petroleum such as kerosene, containing
small proportions of camphor and menthol. Bacteriological examination
showed that the article was not antiseptic.

It was alleged in the libel that the article was adulterated in that its strength
fell below the professed standard or quality under which it was sold, namely,
“ antiseptic.”

Misbranding was alleged for the reason that the following statements appear-
ing on the labels of all bottles, “A real antiseptic for internal and external use
* * % fThink of Mentoil as a real antiseptic”, and the statements appearing .
in the circular accompanying the 1-ounce and 3-ounce bottles, “A real antiseptic
for internal and external use * * * Mentoil is a real antiseptic”, were
false and misleading. Misbranding was alleged for the further reason that
the following statements, regarding the curative and therapeutic effects of the
article, were false and fraudulent: (All bottle labels) “ For any affection of the
skin or mucous membranes. Relieves pain, * * #* daily protector against
infections of the skin, mouth, nose and throat. * * * Use for coughs,
* * * ocoatarrh, neuralgia, * * * sore throat, pneumonia, asthma, hay
fever, * * * gsore eyes, * * * piles, itch tetter, eczema and colic”;
(circular accompanying 1-ounce and 3-ounce bottles) “ For any affection of the
skin or mucous membranes. Relieves pain, * * * Mentoil is * * *
daily protection against infections of the skin, mouth, nose and throat, * * *
Sudden changes in temperature, cold, drizzly days, or extremely cold or windy
weather, dust or pollen in the air, may bring about that inflamed condition
of the mucous membranes of the head, nose or throat, which may spread to
a condition where it becomes incurable, and a menace to life, * * * Mentoil
will relieve all these conditions, * * * Catarrh * * * Coughs * * *
Croup * * * Neuralgia * * * Sore Throat, Tonsilitis * * * Pneu-



